I. Introduction
The Academica alludes to many arguments which it does not report in full.
For some of these allusions, the missing details would have been supplied in a portion of the text that has not come down to us. But the curious publishing history of the Academica is certainly not the sole cause of its allusiveness. The history of argument is equally important. By Cicero's day the epistemological debate has gone on so long, the moves and counter-moves on either side are so well rehearsed, that when someone invents a new variation on an old strategy, the participants can all see where the argument is leading. There is little need to spell it out in full; even less when someone else comes up with a variation on that variation.
This complexity is reflected in the rhetorical structure of the work. The climax of the first edition is a refutation of a refutation. In the final speech (Luc. 64-147) Cicero refutes Lucullus' refutation (memorised from Antiochus) of the Academic refutation of (the Stoic theory of) the possibility of knowledge. The second edition starts the reader off with Varro giving Antiochus' refutation of Philo's refutation of a mistaken view (as Philo maintains) of the entire history of philosophy (Ac. 1.13-4). No wonder Cicero decided to rewrite the first version with different characters:
The whole Academic treatise I have transferred to Varro. At first it was assigned to Catulus, Lucullus, and Hortensius. But then that seemed inappropriate ( mxpcno 7tpE7tOV). They were too well known, not of course for amxtOEU<ita, but for their a'tpnjf{a in these matters.
(Att. XIII.l6) These 'Academica' 1 were A.oytl(Ol'tEpa than anything those characters would ever have dreamed about. (Att. XIII.l9) Cicero's Greek is economical but expressive. The dramatis personae of the first edition are supposed to know the philosophical issues well enough.2 They do not suffer from attatOeucr{a., even if they lack the expertise of a professional. 3 They have at least an amateur acquaintance with epistemology, and Lucullus is praised for his great interest in the subject (Luc. 4; cf. 10 fin.). If Catulus' own interest is not sufficiently vouched for by Luc. 63 and 148 (not to mention his defence of philosophy in Cicero's Hortensius), his function is to speak for his deceased father, whose passionate interest is recorded at Luc. 18. As for Hortensius, his role in the Hortensius, where he attacked philosophy on behalf of rhetoric, is quite compatible with his being informed enough to expound the most prominent ('in promptu', Luc. 10) of Antiochus' arguments against the Academy.4 Notoriously, Plato's attacks on rhetoric display all the skills of the enemy.
What the word a'tpHjfta. suggests these people lacked is a competence that 'rubs off only on those who take a regular, active part in the ongoing controversy.5 It is one thing to be acquainted with the issues and interested in the outcome, quite another to become familiar enough with the twists and turns of debate to be dexterous at handling them oneself. The word A.oyuconepa. suggests something similar, that the two books of the first edition were too abstractly argumentative and dialectical to suit the original characters. 6
